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The Examiner has rejected Claims 1, 4, 6, 9-12, 15, 17, and 20-23 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Engel et al. (U.S. Publication No 2002/0198969) and O'Toole et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,345,294). In addition, tie Examiner has rejected Claims 7-8, 18-19, 23-25, 27-29, 32- 
35, 37-39, and 42-44 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Engel and OToole in view 
Cohen (U.S. Publication 2003/0023732). Applicant respectfully disagrees with such rejections. 

With respect to independent Claims 24 and 34, the Examiner has relied on paragraph 0032 in 
Engel to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed "bootstrap module on the at least one 
network appliance installing the configuration package as part of an initialization bootstrap operation" 
(see the same or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the foregoing claims). Applicant's 
arguments from Amendment C mailed 01/12/2006 are hereby incorporated by reference. 

Further, in the Office Action dated 04/10/2006, the Examiner has responded to applicant's 
arguments by asserting that paragraph 001 8 in Engel discloses that the network device "may be 
undergoing an initial configuration or an update to its configuration." Applicant respectfully asserts 
the mere disclosure of finding a network device that may be undergoing an initial configuration fails 
to suggest that the network device is unconfigured, as argued by the Examiner. Further, the Examiner 
argued that "[i]n both Applicant's invention and Engel's teaching, an unconfigured device is capable 
of at least responding to this message to notify the central server that a configuration is requested.'* 
Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's argument and asserts that paragraph 0022 in 
Engel simply teaches that "[w]hen a network device responds to a multi-cast query message it 
indicates that the network device is capable of being configured " (emphasis added). However, the 
mere disclosure that a network device responds to a multicast query message indicating that it is 
capable of being configured, as in Engel, clearly fails to disclose ' Installing the configuration package 
as part of an initialization bootstrap operation " (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant 

In addition, with respect to independent Claims 24 and 34, the Examiner has relied on 
paragraphs 0032, and 0041 in Cohen to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed 'library of 
applets for one or more Web browser-based configuration clients operating within the specified 
network domain" (see the same or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the foregoing 
claims). Applicant's arguments from Amendment C mailed 01/12/2006 are hereby incorporated by 
reference. 
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In the Office Action dated 04/10/2006, the Examiner has argued that "Cohen does teach the 
use of a virtual machine present on each receiving client system 57 which "is used only to execute the 
customized applets that are downloaded." Further, the Examiner has argued that "[a] central server 
contains a variety of applets that are available for each client to download and execute, with the help 
of the virtual machine (Cohen, paragraph 0041)." 

Applicant respectfully asserts that paragraph 0041 in Cohen merely discloses that "a central 
database on the same or a separate server contains the user identifications and permissions, device 
Class capabilities, specific device configurations and permissions, libraries of document marks and 
other characteristics useful to the logic functions, and applets to be downloaded to specific devices in 
order to modify the functionality of each device " (emphasis added). However, the mere disclosure by 
Cohen that the central database contains applets to be downloaded to specific devices in order to 
modify the functionality of each device, as in Cohen, fails to suggest "a library of applets for one or 
more Web browser-based configuration clients " (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant In 
particular, applets that modify the functionality of each device and separate device configurations and 
permissions, as in Cohen, fails to suggest "a library of applets for one or more Web browser-based 
configuration clients" where a "configuration client generates! a configuration package for the at 
least one network appliance" (emphasis added), in the context claimed by applicant. 

Additionally, with respect to independent Claims 24 and 34, the Examiner has relied on Col. 
7, lines 16-29 and item 30 of Figure 3 in O'Toole to make a prior att showing of applicant's claimed 
"completion module sending a message comprising one of success, failure and unconfigured 
following configuration package installation at each such network appliance" (see the same or 
similar, but not necessarily identical language in the foregoing claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt and figure from O'Toole relied upon by the 
Examiner merely discloses that the "registry has an attached database 30, which has a number of 
tables in it, including an ownership table 32, a boot status table 34, and a configuration table 36" 
(emphasis added). However, the mere disclosure of a registry with an attached database which 
includes an ownership table, boot status table, and configuration table, as in OToole, clearly fails to 
even suggest "a completion module sending a message comprising one of success, failure and 
unconfigured following configuration package installation at each such network appliance" (emphasis 
added), as claimed by applicant 
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In addition, with respect to independent Claims 24 and 34, the Examiner has relied on Col. 
24, lines 10-64 in OToole to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed "status daemon 
initializing a secure management session following successful configuration package installation on at 
least one such network appliance" (see the same or similar, but not necessarily identical language in 
the foregoing claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from OToole relied upon by the Examiner 
merely discloses that "Booter 48 is responsible for configuring the appliance" and that "[i]t runs the 
remote boot algorithm, collects database records, and then launches the other modules" (emphasis 
added). However, the mere disclosure that the Booter configures the appliance, runs the remote boot 
algorithm, collects database records, and launches other modules, as in O 'Toole, fails to even suggest 
a "status daemon [which] initializresl a secure management session following successful 
configuration package installation on at least one such network appliance" (emphasis added), as 
claimed by applicant. In particular, the excerpt from OToole foils to teach ' Hnitializmg a secure 
management session following successful configuration package installation " (emphasis addedX as 
claimed by applicant 

With respect to independent Claims 1 and 12, the Examiner has relied on paragraph 0022 in 
Engel, and Col. 6, lines 29-38 from OToole to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed 
"status module broadcasting a query message to the network appliances and processing a response 
message containing network settings, including a physical network address, received by the applet 
from at least one such network appliance responsive to the query message" (see the same or similar, 
but not necessarily identical language in the foregoing claims). 

In the Office Action mailed 04/10/2006, the Examiner has responded to applicant's 
arguments by asserting mat the term "current configuration information" refers to the "status" of the 
device. Further, the Examiner has argued that "[w]hile the device may respond with a current 
configuration, if the device has not yet been initialized it would respond with a message stating it is 
currently not configured." Applicant respectfully disagrees and asserts that paragraph 0022 in Engel 
merely discloses that "[t]he remote configuration applet 20 gathers data on the network devices on the 
local network 50 that respond to the multi-cast ouerv message" where the "response from a network 
device to a multi-cast query message includes a set of current configuration information for the 




ice" (emphasis added). However, the mere disclosure that the remote configuration 
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applet gathers current configuration information for the network devices that respond to the multi-cast 
query message, as in Engel, fails to suggest "a status module broadcasting a query message to the 
network appliances and processing a response message containing network settings, including a 
physical network address, received by the applet from at least one such network appliance responsive 
to the query message" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant Clearly, the excerpt from Engel 
fails to even suggest that the response message from the network appliances include a physical 
network address, in the manner claimed by applicant. 

Ih addition, the excerpt from O 'Toole relied upon by the Examiner merely discloses that 
"[w]hen the SODA appliance is shipped from the factory, it is configured with a global unique 
numbeL(GUID) (in the present implementation the MAC address of the Ethernet card) and with a 
HNS name for a server (e.g., soda.net) that hosts the appliance registry that contains information to 
configure the appliance" (emphasis added). Clearly, the mere disclosure that the MAC address of the 
Ethernet card is used as the global unique number of the SODA appliance, as in OToole, completely 
fails to even suggest "a physical network address," let alone "a status module broadcasting a query 
message to the network appliances and processing a response message containing network settings, 
including a physical network address, received by the applet from at least one such network appliance 
responsive to the query message " (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

Further, with respect to independent Claims 1 and 12, the Examiner has reKed on Col. 7, lines 
16-29, and item 30 of Figure 3 from OToole to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed "list 
of the network appliances maintained by the status module for each at least one such network 
appliance sending a response message and not requiring configuration" (see the same or similar 
language in the foregoing claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt and figure from O'Toole relied upon by the 
Examiner merely discloses that the "registry has an attached database 30, which has a number of 
tables in it, including an ownership table 32, a boot status table 34, and a configuration table 36" 
(emphasis added). However, the mere disclosure of a registry with an attached database which 
includes an ownership table, boot status table, and configuration table, as in O 'Toole, clearly fails to 
even suggest "a list of the network appliances maintained by the status module for each at least one 
such network appliance sending a response message and not requir ing configuration" (emphasis 
added), as claimed by applicant 
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Additionally, with respect to independent Claims 1 and 12, the Examiner has relied on CoL 
1 1, line 62 to Col. 12, line 21 from OToole to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed 
"completion module receiving a status message from each at least one such network appliance 
requiring configuration responsive to receipt of the configuration packet" (see the same or similar 
language in the foregoing claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the exceipt from OToole relied upon by the Examiner 
merely discloses that '*[t]he only thing the appliance faaows is what version of the software has been 
installed On the appliance by the manufacturer, a unique identification number or serial number or 
MAC address that disti nguishes the appliance from other appliances, and whatever the appliance has 
observed from the local networking environment (step 108)" (emphasis added). Further, OToole 
teaches that "[t]he appliance sends a message containing these pieces of information to the a ppliance 
registry (step 1 14)" (emphasis added). However, the mere disclosure that the appliance sends a 
message containing a unique identification number or MAC address to the appliance registry, as in 
OToole, simply fails to even suggest "a completion module receiving a status message from each at 
least one such network appliance. . . responsive to receipt of the configuration packet" (emphasis 
added), as claimed by applicant. Clearly, the excerpt from OToole fails to even Suggest that the 
status message is sent in ' fresponsfelJo receipt of the configuration packet" (emphasis added), as 
claimed by applicant 

In addition, with respect to independent Claims 1 and 12, the Examiner has again relied on 
Col. 11, line 62 to Col. 12, line 21 from OToole to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed 
technique "wherein the status message indicates an unsuccessful configuration, further comprising 
resending the configuration packet to the at least one such network appliance." 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from OToole relied upon by the Examiner 
merely discloses that "the appliance sends to the appliance registry a description of its network 
configuration based on configuration information received from a boot server or based on what the 
appliance chose to use as its temp orary networking configuration by observing the local network' 7 
(emphasis added). However, the mere disclosure that the appliance sends a description of the 
network configuration, as in OToole, simply fails to even suggest a technique '"wherein the status 
message indicates an unsuccessful configuration, further comprising resending the configuration 
packet to the at least one such network appliance" (ertq)hasis added), as claimed by applicant 
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